In 1841, the first Dog License Act officially described dogs as a nuisance. From then on, observers have repeatedly noted that dogs were a nuisance and that their barking was probably their prime irritant (Fielding, 2006) . Th ree fatal dog attacks since 1991 have highlighted the extent to which dogs can be more than a nuisance (Burrows, Fielding, & Mather, 2004) . Th is study reports the findings from 496 interviews-collected from a convenience sample with a quotato assess the importance of dogs as a nuisance in the context of all neighborhood nuisances and to determine respondents' reactions to them. Th is study found dogs were to be the most commonly reported nuisance and the second most important nuisance in neighborhoods. Almost two-thirds of respondents took no action about the nuisances caused by dogs. Compared to their reactions to other nuisances, respondents were least likely to inform the police about dog nuisances. Reasons offered for these reactions may include antiquated laws and a feeling that citizens are not empowered to alter the status quo.
Introduction
Th e Dog License Act of 1841 stated, "Whereas the great increase of Dogs in the Colony has, in many instances, become a nuisance, and it would tend to abate such nuisance were a moderate Tax imposed . . ." (Fielding, Mather, & Isaacs, 2005) . Subsequent revisions to the dog license act (the last being in 1942) and official comments show that governments have continued to regard dogs as a nuisance. Th ese laws have been associated with a parallel literature in the press and travel writings that highlight numerous incidences in which dogs were a nuisance or danger (Fielding et al.) . A 1999 article suggested that dogs were "an acceptable problem" (Mather, Fielding, & Darling, 1999) . More recently, dogs have been described as a "cared for nuisance" (Fielding, 2007) . It should be noted that, in Nassau, dogs are typically kept outside the home, and many are allowed to roam-even though in many cases the primary purpose for people keeping dogs is for protection (Fielding & Plumridge, 2005a) . A recent observational study has suggested that most, if not all, roaming dogs in residential districts are loose dogs who have caregivers (Fielding, 2007 unpublished data) so we use the term roaming dogs to refer to loose dogs who have caregivers.
A standard legal definition of a nuisance as "something (as an act, object, or practice) that invades or interferes with another's rights or interests (as the use or enjoyment of property) by being offensive, annoying, dangerous, obstructive, or unhealthful" Merriam-Webster (1996) makes clear that there are limits as to how residents may behave. In Th e Bahamas, the current legal framework concerning nuisances is provided by three acts:
1. the Penal Code, Chapter 84; 2. Environmental Health Services; Chapter 232; and 3. Th e Dog License Act, Chapter 378 (Statute Law of Th e Bahamas, 2000).
Under Bahamian law, a nuisance is a "crime" or "offence" under the Penal Code. Under the Code, a crime is defined as "any offence punishable on indictment . . . whether the offence be actually prosecuted summarily or on indictment" and an "offence means either a summary offence or an indictable offence." A number of actions are specifically listed in the Code, including complaints with respect to dangerous dogs and "Nuisances and Obstructions in the Streets, and the Like." Th e list includes (a) making a noise in a public place; (b) loitering in, or near, a shop; (c) damaging public property: and (d) begging.
In Th e Bahamas, the major laws regarding dogs are in the Penal Code and Dog License Act, but the latter was last updated in 1942 and is inadequate to cope with the complexity of modern life. For example: fines are small, and it is legal for a licensed dog to wander during the day. Deficiencies such as these have been recognized, and various governments have made promises to amend the law as it relates to dog keeping (Th e Nassau Guardian, 2003) .
In 1998, in a perception study on roaming dogs, 90% of study respondents thought there was a "stray dog problem" in Th e Bahamas; 77% had "stray dogs" in their neighborhood; and 46% considered "stray" dogs to be a "personal" nuisance (Fielding, 1999) . When dogs were a personal nuisance, spilt garbage-caused by the dogs-and barking were the two major nuisances reported. Beyond being merely a nuisance, dogs have also killed people. Th ere appear to have been only three fatal dog attacks in New Providence; however, all three have taken place since 1991, and all involved pit bull types. Despite a considerable outcry following the death of a young girl, officials spoke of implementing an amended dog license act, but no new laws have yet been passed (Burrows, Fielding, & Mather, 2004) . All these studies point to dogs causing problems in today's society.
Despite the nuisance and even danger posed by dogs, people face many other nuisances. Changes in housing patterns and the way we live cause stress between neighbors (Paquin & Gambrill, 1994) . Th is stress can have a wide range of effects on people (physiological and physical) and lead to court actions, for example: in Th e Bahamas, Wells v. Knowles (2003) , the neighbors' behavior did not permit the plaintiffs to "function sexually" and reduced their "capacity to work." Th e Bahamian media have carried numerous reports of nuisances caused by neighbors (Lowe, 2006) . Studies elsewhere have highlighted noise in general-road traffic as well as dogs-as being nuisances that annoy people (Bijesterveld, 2003) . In countries such as the United States, Canada, and the United Kingdom, there are laws to prevent people's activities being a nuisance to their neighbors (BBC Action Network Team, 2005) .
Given the rapid changes in life styles and the rate of development in Th e Bahamas, people are exposed to an ever-expanding array of potential nuisances, late-night parties, loud music, car sound systems, car alarms, lawn mowers, air-conditioning units, and traffic. In this intricate mix of actions and activities, it is pertinent to ask if dogs are perceived to be as big a nuisance as people have claimed. Indeed, if dogs are the major neighborhood nuisance, then it raises questions concerning what people do about them. Th is study was undertaken to obtain information regarding both these questions.
Method
In the autumn of 2006, a survey was carried out using a convenience sample with a quota based on age (18 to under 35 years of age and 35 years or older) and sex of the respondent. Th is was done to obtain equal numbers in each of the four groups and to ensure the selection of study participants would be broadly representative of the age and sex structure of the over-18 population in Th e Bahamas (Department of Statistics, 2002) . In addition, previous studies in Th e Bahamas concerning dogs (Burrows, Fielding & Mather, 2004) have shown sex and age effects on the results; therefore, it was considered advisable to obtain a sample balanced for these factors.
A list of neighborhood nuisances was made in consultation with 18 College of Th e Bahamas students and after listening to radio talk-shows, consulting the "Why you vex" column in Th e Tribune newspaper and police complaints (personal communication, Flowers, 2006) . Th e "Why you vex" column invites the public to share matters that are causing it frustration or annoyance; for example: mosquitoes, politicians, and pot holes.
For items to be included on our list, they had to be attributable to the actions of neighbors (those outside the home) and be something that would be considered by almost all people as at least an annoyance, if not an actual legal nuisance, while at the same time not being unquestionably a serious crime. For example, air-conditioning noise might be an annoyance, but clearly society does not regard it legally as a nuisance. Major offences, such as burglary, were omitted from the list as it was assumed that they were more than a nuisance. Natural nuisances such as mosquitoes and flooding were disqualified as they are not obviously associated with the actions of neighbors. Inspection of the list in Table 1 reveals that while almost all nuisances included could probably be regarded as nuisances in Bahamian law, some-such as air conditioning unit noise or construction-would not. All the items in our list conform to Merriam-Webster's definition of nuisance, a definition that seemed more in keeping with what the public would think than the legal definition. It should be noted that the common understanding of "litter" would be garbage or illegal dumping, rather than referring to dog feces.
Th ree questions relating to dogs were included on the list; these related to dogs barking at night, barking during the day. and trespassing on property. Respondents were given the opportunity to name their personal, single, biggest neighbor-nuisance or annoyance and indicate their reaction to it. In addition to demographic information, details on household ownership of airconditioning, dogs, and motor vehicles were obtained. It was felt that households with air-conditioning may be more insulated against neighborhood noises than those without it. Similarly, it was thought that respondents from dog-keeping households might be more tolerant toward dog-related nuisances than those without dogs. Motor vehicle ownership is an indicator of household income (Johnson et al., 2005) ; this question also provided a point of triangulation with the 2000 census (Department of Statistics, 2002) as well as providing information on the respondent's economic status.
After practice in interview technique and role play, 18 College of Th e Bahamas students conducted interviews of Bahamians across the island in a wide range of public places, particularly where respondents had to wait (for example: laundry facilities, queues for paying utility bills) so as to ensure that respondents were not unduly inconvenienced. Respondents were briefed about the purpose of the study, and participation was voluntary. Th e respondents' list of the "single biggest nuisance to you in your neighborhood" was themed to produce a list of 11 nuisance areas. For example: nuisances associated with traffic were divided into those that were noise-related (car horns and alarms) and "general," related to poor parking and car pollution.
Results
A total of 496 people participated in the study. n=490, z=-3.70, p<0.001) .
Of the 29 nuisances listed, dogs barking at night was reported as the most common one and also as the most frequently occurring (at least once a week, Table 1 ). Dogs roaming on property were reported as the second most common and also as the second most frequently occurring nuisance. Dogs barking during the day was ranked 17th from the list of 29 nuisances. At least one of the three dog nuisances was a nuisance to 83.4% (n=495) of respondents. Respondents from households with air conditioning were marginally less likely than those without air conditioning to report dogs barking at night as a nuisance (66.7% compared to 75.6%)-a nuisance verses not a nuisance, Fisher's exact test, n=496, p=0.065, one-sided test. Ownership of air conditioning did not influence the responses to the nuisance of barking in the day (Fisher's exact test, n=496 p=0.231, one-sided test).
Participants from households with and without motor vehicles were equally likely to report barking dogs or dogs on their property as a nuisance (each, Fisher's exact test n=496, p>0.35). Respondents living in dog-keeping households were just as likely as those living in non dog-keeping households to report dogs barking at night as a nuisance (Fisher's exact test, n=496, p=0.163, one-sided test). However, respondents in dog-keeping households were marginally more likely than those living in non dog-keeping households to report dogs barking during the day as a nuisance (48.2% compared to 41.0% respectively, Fisher's exact test, n=496, p=0.070, one-sided test) but less likely to report dogs roaming on their property as a nuisance (56.0% compared to 68.4% respectively, Fisher's exact test, n=496, p=0.004, one-sided test). Logistic regressions confirmed that dog keeping, motor vehicle and air condition-ing were not associated with respondents reporting dogs as a nuisance with respect to barking during the day or night (Wald's statistic, df=1, p>0.10 for each factor), and only the factor for dog keeping (Wald's statistic, df=1, p=0.005) was associated with reporting roaming dogs as a nuisance.
General neighborhood noise was the most commonly reported nuisance nominated by participants (18.6% of 489 responses), and barking dogs the second most commonly reported nuisance (12.5%) ( Table 2 ). Traffic noise (11.2%) and dog nuisances (other than barking) (10.2%) were the third and fourth most commonly reported nuisances. Consequently, general noise and dogs were reported as major components of neighborhood nuisances. Th ese two nuisances clearly dominated all other neighborhood nuisances mentioned by respondents. Although dogs were a commonly reported major nuisance, it was also the nuisance about which respondents were least likely to refer to the police. Reactions to dogs as a nuisance were not associated with the presence of dogs in households (Table 3) . In contrast to dogs, cats were reported as a "big" nuisance by just one person. Th e "other" class in Table 3 included activities which were clearly criminal (such as burglary) and consequently were more associated with reports to the police. 
Discussion
It should be noted, as respondents were selected by a convenience sample, the results relate only to the study participants (adult Bahamians living on New Providence) and that extrapolation to the wider community must be made with caution. Th e age and sex quota ensured that the distribution of age and sex in the sample was representative of the wider adult population. A minority of respondents (38.6%) came from dog-keeping households, a percentage in keeping with previous studies . In a 1998 study (Fielding, 1999) , 77% of participants reported having "stray" dogs in their neighborhood, compared with 83.4% of respondents in this study regarding dogs as a nuisance. Th is study included 90 participants (18% of 496) from households without air-conditioning; this compares with 44.7% in the 2000 census (Department of Statistics, 2002) . Likewise, there were 39 participants (7.9% of 496) from households without motor vehicles, this compares with 20.2% in the 2000 census (Department of Statistics, 2002) . Th ese points of triangulation might suggest that this sample may have over-represented upper/middle class households, even allowing for the fact that the census data are now six years old. However, as neighborhoods can often include households with varying economic status, this may not necessarily mean that the results automatically refer to upper/middle class neighborhoods. Further, as motor vehicle ownership was not associated with the responses as they related to dog nuisances, this may mean that dogs are indeed widespread and cut across all neighborhoods; an interpretation that would conform to the author's observations across the island.
Th e results clearly show that dogs continue to be a major nuisance in New Providence. Despite earlier studies (Fielding, 1999) and numerous reports about the problems associated with dogs (Fielding, 2006) , this is the first study to have looked at dogs in the wider context of all neighborhood nuisances and confirms that-even in the larger scheme of modern neighborhood nuisances-dogs are indeed important.
Of the top three nuisances included in the survey list, two of them related to dogs, with barking at night being the most widespread nuisance (Table 1) . As would be expected, barking during the day was a lesser nuisance; many respondents could be expected to be away from their neighborhood then, and dogs are typically less active during the day-particularly when it is hot (Beck, 1973) . Th ese findings support the results from an earlier study (Fielding, 1999) that also found barking and roaming were the most common nuisances associated with dogs.
Previous studies have indicated that most dogs are kept "for protection" with "watching" (barking) considered almost as important as "guarding" (attacking) (Fielding & Plumridge, 2005a ). An observational study, made after dark of 551 confined and loose dogs in 14 locations of Nassau, in which each dog was classified as barking or silent, found that the single, largest group was confined barking dogs (Fielding, 2007, unpublished data) . Th is presumably means that much of the noise at night rises as a result of the purpose for which people keep dogs, namely, to bark. Consequently, there is a conflict between the right of persons to protect their homes and the nuisance caused by this means of protection, even though previous studies have shown that dogs offer no real protection to the home either elsewhere (Hakim, Rengert, & Schchamurove, 2000) or in New Providence (Fielding & Plumridge, 2003) . In Australia, for example, modern legislation (Companion Animals Act, 1998) clearly addresses this issue by defining a nuisance dog as one who "makes a noise, by barking or otherwise, that persistently occurs or continues to such a degree or extent that it unreasonably interferes with the peace, comfort or convenience of any person in any other premises," and the New South Wales government has even published a booklet on how to deal with barking dogs (Dealing with barking dogs, 2004) .
Overall, noises of various sorts occupied 9 of the top 12-ranked neighborhood nuisances. Air-conditioning noise, which was the lowest ranked noise nuisance, may reduce the nuisance of barking dogs at night to some extent; however, as it is associated with socio-economic status (Unpublished data, Department of Statistics, 2002) respondents with air conditioning may also live in richer areas where dogs tend to be less of a problem . However, motor vehicle ownership, the indicator of economic status, was not associated with any differences in the reporting of dog-related nuisances; this again suggests that dog nuisances are not confined to any social group. Although respondents from dog and non dog-keeping households were almost indistinguishable with respect to their reports on nuisances relating to barking, they differed with respect to dogs roaming on their property. Th is difference may result from many reasons, one of which might be that dog keepers think that roaming dogs may just be visiting their dogs and providing their dogs with company. However, lack of confinement of intact animals probably results in unplanned litters (Fielding & Plumridge, 2005a) . Consequently, roaming dogs should be a concern to dog keepers.
When respondents chose their biggest nuisance, only 5.5% of them lived in neighborhoods without nuisances. Th is observation alone indicates the ubiquitous nature of neighborhood problems in New Providence. Respondents indicated that the biggest nuisance in their neighborhood was noise, with barking dogs being reported as the single, most important noise. Clearly, noise, of all sorts, is the most important nuisance affecting almost all people, a finding reported in other reports on neighborhood problems (Bequette, 1994) .
Despite the widespread nature of nuisances, respondents seemed reluctant to address the matter by "doing something" with more than half the respondents doing nothing, even though nuisance noises are covered by the Penal Code. In the case of dogs, "doing something" can mean inhumane actions such as throwing stones or even poisoning dogs as well as complaining to the appropriate neighbor. Although noises (excluding barking dogs) are most likely to result in respondents calling the police, few of them would contact the police about dogs-dog-related nuisances being the ones that respondents were least likely to report to the police. Although cats are the second most commonly kept pet (Fielding & Plumridge, 2005b) , they were rarely reported as a nuisance. Th is may be because their numbers are relatively small and-unlike dogs-they are not typically associated with noise.
Our results prompt the question as to why society has failed to address the problem after living with the nuisance for more than 160 years. Although both littering and dogs are covered by law, anti-litter campaigns ("It's your Bahama Land. Keep it green, clean and pristine") may have successfully sensitized respondents to the illegal nature of littering; a similar campaign regarding dogs might be needed to encourage respondents to involve the appropriate authorities to address their grievances. In general, Bahamians are ignorant about laws relating to dogs (Fielding, 2007) , and this may help to explain their inaction with respect to dogs. In addition, as dog-keeping households are more established members of neighborhoods than are non dog-keeping households, this might mean that dog keepers know each others' dogs and so are willing to tolerate them; newcomers to the neighborhood just accept that dogs are part of their new neighborhood.
Other suggestions for the tolerance or inactivity of participants to react to nuisances could include the general high level of tolerance exhibited by Bahamians, which may be associated with a history of oppression, or that-in small communities-there is a reluctance to respond for fear of repercussions or a feeling that reaction will be futile as the authorities will not act and the legal system is too cumbersome to address such an issue (Adderley, in press). Clearly, further research is required to fully address the inaction of society on failing to deal with the nuisances associated with dogs and, indeed, with noise in general.
Whatever the dominant reason for inactivity may be, the unwillingness of society to respond in a way that will address neighborhood nuisances, including dogs, means that dogs are likely to continue to be a nuisance. Other countries have reacted to stem the tide of neighborhood nuisances (Night owls monitor noise nuisance, 2003), but it is yet to be proven if more regulation will result in a better quality of neighborhood life. Th at Th e Bahamas have suffered from the nuisance of dogs for more than 160 years might have led to the expectation that society would have addressed it. Successive legislators have made promises of reforming the legal framework with respect to dog care without ever changing the law.
Th is reluctance to act and enforce dog-related laws may be historical, "Some time ago a dog tax was imposed by the Legislature, but it became so unpopular, and so extremely difficult to collect that it had to [be] ignominiously abandoned" (Powles, 1888 (Powles, /1996 . However, as society has changed a great deal since the 1880s, it must decide if it wishes to be encumbered by history or approach nuisance dogs in a fashion appropriate to the present century. Th e inability of officials to provide better enforcement of current laws or more modern legislation has not helped; this is despite 69% of participants in one study wanting changes to be made to the dog license act (Fielding & Plumridge, 2005c ). As this study shows, dogs continue to be a major nuisance; so it suggests that new policies should be implemented to alleviate the plight of many people who regularly suffer nuisances associated with dogs. Alternatively, (Mather, Fielding & Darling, 1999) , dogs indeed may have become an acceptable-or tolerated-nuisance, as people feel unable to do anything about it or are willing to accept it as the price of providing a perceived level of protection to their homes.
Consequently, this study could suggest that society does not feel empowered, or is unwilling, to solve the problem of neighborhood nuisances. As such, it highlights the importance of examining animal-related issues because they can pose larger questions regarding society, officials, and the expectations of themselves and each other (Lodge, 2001) . Are barking dogs and other nuisances seen as a public nuisance, and so does society exhibit a diffusion of responsibility concerning who should address the issue? Education that teaches people how to solve the problem-combined with more active enforcement of current laws and changes in pet care practices-could do much to help reduce the stress caused in neighborhoods by dogs. Clearly, there is need for further research to fully understand the complex and, probably, conflicting reasons why respondents fail to feel that they can curb nuisances in general and dogs in particular-particularly as dogs are a nuisance of such long standing.
